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A Fragment of Utpaladeva’s
Isvarapratyabhijaa-vivrti

by RAFFAELE TORELLA

In memory of Prof. K.C. Pandey

In what one imagines as being the long catalogue of the lost works of Indian
philosophical literature the Isvarapratyabhbijiia-vivrti or -tikd would deserve a prominent

place. It is the longest of the two commentaries that Utpaladeva devoted to his own
ISvarapratyabbijiiakariki, the fundamental text of the Pratyabhijfia school, which formed

. the theoretical basis for that vast and multiform philosophical-religious movement known
as Kashmir Shaivism.

Madhava in the Sarvadarsanasamgraba thus defines the Pratyabhijia-sastra, quoting

a verse from Madhuraja Yogin’s Sastraparamarsa (1):

satram vrttic vivrtir laghvi brhatyubhe vimarsinyau |
prakaranavivaranapaficakam iti $astram pratyabhijhayah |

‘Five commentaries on the Treatise [the Sivadrsti] constitute the corpus of the
authoritative Pratyabhijia texts and these are the satra [IPK], the vrtti, the vivrti
and the two vimarsinis, the long one [IPVV] and the short one [IPV]

The interrelationship between these-works is outlined by Abhinavagupta in the

IPV and further explained by Bhaskara in his sub-commentary:

sriman utpaladevah svagurunirmitam Sivadrstyakhyam maharahasyasastram
vyakhyaya tatpratibimbakalpam karikamayam i$varapraryabhijfiakhyam mahagastram
praniya tattatparyasya durbodhatam asankya tanmatraparam laghupratyabhl]nakhyam
vrttim ca krtva tatrapi mandabuddhyanugrahartham madhyapratyabhijfiakhyam
vivrtim krtavan | tatra ca sarvajanahitartham srimatabhinavaguptacaryena
brhatpratyabhunakhya bahuvistara tika krta | tadvicarane ca janam asaktam jfatva
tenaiva pratyabhijhiakarikasutresu samgrahamayi vimar§initi prasiddha tlka krta |l
(Bhaskari 1, pp. 2-3)

‘After having commented upon the Sivadrsti, Utpaladeva wrote the IPK, which is
like the reflection of it. Then, considering its import difficult to understand, he

(1) Verse 4. A MS of this work, in telugu characters, is preserved in the Government Oriental MSS
Library, Madras.
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composed the vr#ti, called Laghupratyabhijiia, which concerns only the significance
of the satras; to elucidate this, as an aid for the feeble-minded, he wrote the vivr#i,
known as Madhyavimarsini. On the latter Abhinavagupta, for the good of all men,
wrote an extensive commentary, called Brhatpratyabbijfia. Then, considering that
its study would not be accessible to the average man, he composed a concise
commentary on the satras, known as Vimarsini .

Thus neither the vr#t nor the ¢ikd are really and truly commentaries on the sztras,
in the sense that they do not gloss them word for word. The vrtti confines itself to
presenting the content in another form and briefly pointing out its implications; the
vivrti takes the karikas and the vrtti as its starting point and often develops into far-
reaching excursuses. As Abhinavagupta says in the [PV, after having dwelt at length
on the meaning to be attributed to the causative asadya in the first line of the IPK:

iyati ca vyakhyane vrttikrta bharo na krtah, tatparyavyakhyanat | yad uktam
‘samvrtasautranirdesavivrtimatravyaparayam’ | tikakarenapi vrttimatram vyakhyatum
udyatena nedam sprstam, asmakam tu sutravyakhyane eva udyama iti vibhajya
vyakhyatam (IPV I, p. 39)

‘The writer of the Vrtti has not taken the trouble of giving such a detailed
explanation, because his object was simply to state the implication. This is what
has been said: - “In the Vrtti which is intended to explain briefly what is obscure
in the aphorisms”’. The writer of the Tika also, being concerned with the exposition
of the Vrtti only, has not touched this point. We have, however, explained it in
detail, because our attempt is to give a full exposition of the aphorism’. (Transl.
Pandey 1954, pp. 7-8)

The karikds, the vriti and the tika represent three distinct and relatively autonomous
stages in the exposition of the Pratyabhijia doctrine and, accordingly, it is as though
Utpaladeva has taken three different roles (bhiamika) — karika® or satrakara, vrttikara
and tikakara () — almost three different persons, capable of dialoguing and disputing
with each other, and yet remaining within the higher unity of the granthakara or
Sastrakara. The karikas, the vrtti and the tika are seen by Utpaladeva in the ¢t7ka —
as we can gather from the IPVV — as respectively linked to the three planes of Pasyanti,
Madhyama and Vaikhari on which the Supreme Word (Paravac) is articulated. On
the supreme plane the essence of the doctrine still lies in the consciousness of its author
Utpaladeva, undivided from Siva, and it is given the name of ‘heart’, precisely because
of its quintessential nature. On the Pasyanti plane it takes the form of satras, insofar
as a differentiation begins to be outlined (as#trana), which is necessary if it is to become
an object to be taught and explained to other men. Then, on the Madhyama plane,
the essence is disclosed (unmilita) in the vrtti and finally, on the Vaikhari plane —
which corresponds to the vivrti —, having now become clear through the refutation

(2) Cf. IPVV 1, pp. 2-3. See also Gnoli 1956.




of the opponents’ possible objections, it is fully differentiated and thus accessible to
the comprehension of all (*).

To this distinction between the planes of the doctrine corresponds the diversity
of levels in the recipients of the teaching. Both the sitras and the vrtti are aimed at
those who are not impregnated with the latent traces of their earlier adhesion to other
doctrines. The study of the sdtras-vrtti as a whole prepares them for the subsequent
phase which consists in the study of the s#tras alone, independently of the vr##i. On
the contrary, those who are under the influence of erroneous conceptions deriving
from the profession of different doctrines are obliged to follow the whole course
beginning with the ¢ika. When the t7ka has removed these errors, they can have access
to the szitras accompanied by the vr##, and subsequently to the satras taken alone, until
they reach the heart of the doctrine in identity with the consciousness of the
Sastrakara ... (*).

The link between the sstras and the vrtti is a particularly close one. Despite the
fact that they are presented as being artificially differentiated, they substantially
constitute a single work, since — according to Abhinavagupta — they were composed
at the same time (ekakalakrta) (°). Proof of this lies in the fact that the namaskara,
present in the s#tras, is not repeated at the beginning of the vr#i, whereas it is in the
tika (°).

In the subsequent history of Kashmir Shaivism the great figure of Abhinavagupta
became so dominant that he overshadowed all the other masters, including even
Utpaladeva. The MSS tradition furnishes an obvious proof of this, as we have a large
number of MSS of Abhinavagupta’s commentaries, particularly of the IPV, compared
to the few of the vr#ti and none at all of the t7ka. None of the few extant sarada MSS
of the vrtti goes beyond the kdrika 2.9 of the Agamadhikara and, in fact, the KSTS
edition, which, besides, is incorrect and almost illegible in many places, stops there.

(*) IPVV 1, p. 16 yatha paravakrattve vibhagahanya visvam sthitam, pasyantyam asatritabhedam,
madhyamayam unmilitabhedam, vaikharyam bhinnapariamréyamanariipataya sphutibhttabhedavabhasam,
[...] tatha paravaktattvasthane sivabhinnasastrakirasamvedanam [read °samvedana®] tadatmyena yat
vartamanam paramarthatattvam saratvac ca hrdayasabdavacyam, tat parapratipadyajanavisayatapattiyo-
gyatalaksanasphuranatmakabhedasittranaya sthitam sutre, vrttau tu tad eva unmilitam, vivrtau tu
aksepapratisamadhanadisa sphutibhiitam sarvajanapratipattiyogyatalaksanabhedam bhavatiti.

(*) ibid. tasya tasya adhikarino vividhaphaladayitaya hi agrhitadarsanantarajanitabhedavasanagrahah
sitramatrat vrttisahitad abhivinitah santo vrityanapeksasatrarthamatraparisilanadisa paraparasiddhibhajo
jayante | tirthantaraparisilanotthitamithyadrstayas tu vivrtiripaya tikaya apasaritatathavidhavimohah
sutravrttyarthaviérantahrdayah kramena satrarthabhavanaviyogavi§rantya tathaiva §astrakarasamveda-
narapaparahrdayavibhakratattvataya siddhyantiti.

(5) ibid. sphurananirvahas tu vrttav iti paramirthata aikyam anayor ekakalakrratvat,
vibhagakalpanaya tu bheda iti darsitam; ibid., p. 183 evam ca vadan satravrttyor ekagranthatam sphutayati.

(%) ibid., pp. 2-3 namaskarantarikaranatmikaiveyam sitrakarapurvakasamanantara-tatsatrapra-
vrttigranthakaranatmika pravrttir acaryasya ekatim gamayati anyatha evambhataikapravrttinirvaha-
sambhavat | tikakarapadam adhi$ayanas tu $astrakaro’vasyam pravrrtyantarena yujyate.
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The only complete MS that I have been able to trace comes from Kerala and is in
malayalam characters (7). Abhinavagupta’s IPV ended up by eclipsing all the other
commentaries and becoming the standard one, as we can see from the fact that it was
the only one for which sub-commentaries were composed, such as Bhaskara’s vyakhya
or the anonymous commentary in the Government Oriental MSS Library, Madras,
and others which have only survived in fragmentary MSS, like the Isvarapratyabhijia-
vimarsinivyakhya (University MSS Library, Trivandrum, No. 15413 C), the
Isvarapratyabhijiiakaumudi of Bhattaraka Sundara (Centre of Central Asian Studies,
University of Kashmir, No. 1083) etc.

This situation is authoritatively echoed in the words of the first great modern
exponent of these schools, Prof. K.C. Pandey:

‘In fact the system owes the name Pratyabhijna to this book [the IPK]. Its
importance, however, is due to two commentaries of Abhinava, the Vimarsini and
the Vivrti Vimaréini' (Pandey 1963: 163).

A close examination of the IPVV is already sufficient in itself to limit the validity
of this statement. Despite the inevitable difficulty in reading a text like the IPVV,
which is an extensive and diffuse commentary on a work that has not come down
to us, it seems clear that the majority of the themes and subjects that Abhinavagupta
touches on find their direct correspondence — or at least their starting point — in
Utpaladeva’s tika. In fact the IPV itself, which according to Abhinavagupta is intended
to be (*) a commentary on what the karikas are in themselves, accomplishes its task
through a carefully gauged and considered systematization of a rich speculative material
whose early origin is to be glimpsed in the #7ka. Only a direct reading of the tika
would allow one to define the central role that Utpaladeva undoubtedly played in the
elaboration of Pratyabhijna philosophy (see Torella, forthcoming A). For instance —
to mention only two points — we must trace back to Utpaladeva the acceptance of
the legacy from Bhartrhari — of such great importance in the economy of the
Pratyabhijia school —, that had been on the contrary fiercely contested by his master
Somananda, and, secondly, the acknowledgement of the need to measure oneself against
the Buddhist doctrines, particularly those of the school of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti,
who ended up by becoming both opponents and models.

At present, all that is known of the ¢7ka — apart from what one can glean from
the IPVV, which is both a lot and a little — are a few brief quotations scattered through
the works of Abhinavagupta and Ksemaraja. Some passages in the footnotes of the
KSTS edition of the IPV are also definitely from the ¢4 and they must evidently
have been in the margin of one of the MSS on which that edition was based. They

(7) University MSS Library, Trivandrum, No. 8900 A.

(8) IPV I, p. 39 asmakam tu sutravyakhyina eva udyamah.



are sometimes introduced by the expression yathoktam astasabasryam, which allows
us to have an idea of how long the work must have been, that is, the equivalent of
eight thousand slokas (six thousand, according to another tradition referred to by Pandey
1963: 163).

There was an intensified search for MSS of the tika when the KSTS edition of
the IPVV was being prepared, but this proved fruitless (). My attempts to find it,
when I was preparing the critical edition of the IPVy# (forthcoming), for which the
text of the t7ka would have been an invaluable source of reference, were equally
unsuccessful. All the indications given in the catalogues proved to be incorrect or
misleading. For instance, the MS No. 466 (1876-78) of the Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute Library, Poona, catalogued as ‘Pratyabbijiavimarsini by Utpala’ turned
out to be only a fragment (1.4.4. - 11.3.9) of Abhinavagupta’s IPV. In the description
of the MS No. B. 167 of the Oriental Research Institute Library, Mysore, as given
in the old catalogue, we read, among others, the intriguing expression
‘utpaladevaviracitesvarapratyabhijiavyakya’; this MS, in telugu characters, contains in
reality a large portion of the ISvarapratyabhijianvayadipika of Sadhananda (Sadananda
?), a commentary on the IPV (up to the VIII @hnika). Finally, also the MS of the
Raghunath Temple Library, Jammu, catalogued even as ‘Pratyabhijiatika of Utpala’,
when I examined it, not without some excitement, unfortunately turned out to have
nothing to do with the work in question. In Srinagar, some years ago, Pandit Dinanath
Shastri told me of the existence of a fragmentary MS of 45 folios privately owned
by a person who seemed willing to sell it. I was not able to see the MS, and now
all trace of it seems to have been lost. According to Dinanath Shastri, the Indian
Government has since bought it and it is now in the National Archives in Delhi. But
during my visit to the National Archives in February 1988 I found no trace of it and
I was told that there had not been any new MS acquisition for many years.

So I turned my search to a passage in Pandey (1963: 69-70):

‘But the readers will be pained to know that Utpalacirya’s Tika, on which it
[the IPVV] is a commentary, has not so far been found in full in spite of vigorous
searches made by so many enthusiasts. It was supposed to be irrecoverably lost.
‘It is, however, a matter of very great satisfaction that the present writer, in the
course of search for it in Kashmir, discovered a fragment of it. [...] We are trying
to edit it and hope that if “He wills” it will be published in due course’.

(") IPVV Preface, pp. I-II *Although the above material was acquired and got prepared many vears
before now, yet it could not be utilised early in preparing the press copy of the work under edition because
it was considered prudent to postpone it for some years and carry out in the meantime a vigorous search
after the manuscript which could contain the complete gloss and commentary of Utpala Deva, both of
which are in turn commented on exhaustively by Abhinava in the I$varapratyabhija-vivrtivimarsini,
In this direction 1 made every possible effort all the time I have been in association with the Research
Department, but I could not succeed in coming across any manuscript which could satisfy my desire.’
See also Rastogi (1979; 133-34),
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That edition never saw the light of day. In the hope that the MS, or at least
a transcript of it, might still be among the late Prof. K.C. Pandey’s papers, I got in
touch with Mrs Lila Pandey, the great scholar’s widow and Honorary President of
the Abhinavagupta Institute of Aesthetics and Saiva Philosophy. Mrs Pandey very
kindly received me at her home in Lucknow, in March 1987, and generously allowed
me to examine at length the transcript of the MS in question made by Prof. Pandey
himself (nothing is known of the whereabouts of the original) and to photograph it,
though, unfortunatly, only in part. I should, therefore, like to take this opportunity
of expressing my profound gratitude to Mrs Lila Pandey and also to the Trustees of
the Abhinavagupta Institute.

The transcript contains the part of the f7k4 relative to IPK 1.3.6 - 1.5.3. It consists
of the text of the karikas, followed by that of the vr#ti on the karikas and by that
of the tzka on the karikas and the vrtti; in addition there are also passages from
Abhinavagupta’s IPV scattered here and there.

The MS is described as follows by Prof. K.C. Pandey on the first page of the
notebook that contains his transcription in devanagari:

‘Leaves 33. Size 7 1/2 x 9 1/2’. Lines per page 19 approximately. Syll. per line
21. Handwriting almost recent. Written on local paper which does not seem to
be old. 315t leaf worm eaten, it is clear from the note book pages 44, 45 and 46.
The Ms. begins line no. 1, top: sriganesaya namah; line two samskare saty api etc.
Ends abruptly as can be seen at page 49. Character Sharada.’

In his transcription Prof. Pandey has confined himself to faithfully copying the
text, without any critical intervention, if one excepts the exclusion — always duly
mentioned — of the passages from IPV.

In my edition I have made a few corrections to the text; some are purely dictated
by the requirements of meaning, others are also corroborated by literal quotations or
paraphrases found in the IPVV. In fact, the ¢7kd and the IPVV — a text without
a commentary and a commentary without a text — elucidate one another: at times
it is the IPVV that allows one to improve the text of the MS, but not infrequently
it is the MS of the t7ka that points out errors in the edition of the IPVV. In any
case, obviously, a parallel reading of the two texts renders both of them far more
comprehensible. The punctuation is also mine. I have, besides, underlined all the
passages and single words that Abhinavagupta quotes literally in the IPVV and added,
between square brackets, the text of the karikas and the wvrtti (according to my
forthcoming edition) which the last two fragments refer to. The numbers that Prof.
Pandey inserted in the transcript refer to the folios of the original MS.

The parts of the transcript that I was allowed to photograph and that I am
publishing here consist in the whole text of the ¢4 on IPK 1.3.6-7, plus a part of
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the ¢7ka on IPK 1.4.2 and 1.4.5 (). The main subject of these pages is the nature
of cognition, understood as being self-luminous and absolutely unobjectifiable. This
is one of the major themes running through Utpaladeva’s whole work. He sets out
from positions that for the most part coincide with Dharmakirti’s, but his ultimate
aim is to show that they inevitably lead to a dead end — the only way to avoid this
is by putting forward the idea of a world illuminated and dynamized by the I, as it
is in Saiva conception. The demonstration of the non-objectifiability of cognition is
to be seen as a stage destined to lead to this conclusion. Among other topics which
Utpaladeva deals with in these pages are some aspects of his abhdsa theory; the yogi's
superhuman faculty to penetrate other minds, which should, in the opponent’s eyes,
be a proof of the objectifiability of cognition; the Buddhist conception of the anupalabdhbi
etc. But I have already dwelt at length on these subjects elsewhere (Torella, forth-
coming B).

(1) They are the pages 1-8, 22-23 e 32-33 of the transcript. I have photographed these last four
pages in arder to try to clarify some doubtful point of the vrtts.

(7]




TEXT

T AR AT |

SAARATAASA ARsoedtd: 11 9.3.6 1

W Rl 0 safafeadgeremi SEE SEOE J
wdw Hisfy sfrm: | g~ W@ T AR S
wWeudmfd  AAFafasRsTadfa  faemed T | d9'
T SeaHE e | agft qund w Saean el
fediepald @ oFaeA Hag @A S| ST Hag I
R SIS wRfaguaacE S e
gfa | EfoguEoSH  GRESEnt | Yaedlid Fd Tdd |

(8]



B8 [Rw wdguEewdsTea: | qah =
YhRETeAld, W Yeblald, UMY GRYATANY S Tl
AT HARHYSRIARMLAd S a9 91 (g
g2 ]G gHEETE W 9% §d 9hrdad |
WY W dd YPIAd §H AgARAEY Ao Jebrraed
SAFARY  GhTAdsd T Syl e a
WyHEEty §W  fAeeatata geta | aEar s
ghifd  wafd, @ f§ FWEW  wRuerga A@fd
SRESTeqeadT=al  ‘SiFcaglie:  TEA  WRYBWHE  Fal
T JHRIAAEGERY ¥ agdaNEd, A f§ Stend:
RYBRAESSS: AU ARGDRIAAG, A, TRl
YA IESIFYIHEE | GHESfasa o
adw gerEal 9q froma Sufcag gREteR 9 W@ E,
YT A WCH  YHREEAl A Sa IR

(Y) MS atmanatmaprakasana®, my correction is required by meaning (cf. also the parallel
argumentation in IPVV I, p. 255 atmaprakasananantariyakaparaprakdsanayogat atmandtmaprakasanaripam
asyanapetam eva).

(]



i

THIGEEUAT GhRA dU RN A EYeRE T
YHRId TE Ui T IHREIEFRN d SEAaRYeRee,
qd U9 9 JHTATd SAYDR: Ghradl adl SerHA e
rad WAE GHREd dEgAHad YT YehTiRiaud |

qgerl Ta g URyBRE | d9d S Ierieierq

RYHRHAEUEET  @RHAT YhRId 9% 9 YPREY
WEEd A UHRARE  SEAFROTAE IR
ARAEIYSH LI Gy AR Hirdgre: | 3E=ad |
Y YYAGAGYHR T GHEME B IRl el
FAHfdaEatd 9 ge: Aq fauwdd afd, dw sEEl g6
AUYdHeTead , §H 0 O  SEAFEARU gohradmsiy

(2) MS jranz®.

() MS omits #a (without which the whole passage would be meaningless) and reads svakaprakasena
I have accepted the reading na svaprakasena, as cit. ibid., p. 256.

(*) MS prakasyataiva, perhaps not impossible.

(%) ibid., p. 257 cit. °pratyeyabh.

[10]



WYPRIPEY  FW A gHE |, S R
HUFRIFEAEHAT  gohrp: BT “genrEr-
feearq [?], | _wa fg ag1 QUi-HEzagNeigem= 3
SFeUUQT: | Fgl craEadl STaRYAiasl GHIal Hiad
ARy faepeaRif[3]a=dd: Fad, A = | AEIEE
TGRAHH PN qeqq  JeAHTEUIsT TR |
AR FEGPRNAIEFD:  GAET  ANEY GHIGEHART-
AgESsH  IEANGAE  PREEAdl  sed A
e, At fasdaa:  gwEiasswE  Sifadafd gue
QhTIEET 1 Sfe:  GeRTRIEl  Wafd | JEsIAny S
JAEURARYhHONE  YbIEHIA  YRld  Afeagiifd
PRI ICEC G ARGIC IS ¢ U1 R CEC LR
AUANS dd Yeblidd Wad |

(®) eva cit. and commented upon ibid., p. 257 evagrahanena anyonyapeksam aba | abam ity eva
prakasarhah sa eva hiti sambandbab.

(") The meaning of this expression is not clear to me.

(%) MS reads °wvyatirekena, which is apparently meaningless in this context.

(%) MS tad.

[11]



FEIHREEEAl & gHiEl, fAeA e REEEd ST
AfteeEEg | @ fg digwwswEiydEi  faset  vald
SfARFAIPTNHGAHEE A=Al | ded e gl
fpauq SFUERTETd g9E gebrid | dfggiifd siH i
q AHE G| Hatd, AT IR R -
ghREgaHAe  Ydld  Td | dJd AHEYREaEd S
SHFAR™ATNE  §Acld Edfagaead | Hd  TEgE
AENEBHYU TAsSA A AU Yobrald | dd  IRTHIAGHTR
FEHARGE PN TAYHRAAEH , AU URTHIAGHE
TeYehTe AoSeq=Uq | a¥ Ybrdead [@&s A P,
YhTEaRdT qHIgEeHl gohTl Aq @eatita & I
RHAYHREY JgaeEvE WA | AR WRANE-
RHasTA SFFARAAEEIaaad IR R s |
FW g WRHAYeREEgead geEtgea |

(10) MS reads atas casyadyena, then corrected into atas ca syad yena.

(11) My conjectural correction for MS prathamam, apparently meaningless.

[12]



gehRIed  FHENUTEEUR AR YRHAEHEIAT aeg e
EEEECEMIENICE Yafd | gEEYas 9
TRUHTS TRUFAATAHITAH HAHAAT . AS=dIS ]
TROMARFAIsTHR:. 08 JHRETENNE)  qRYehThe-
wWeaitg: , e X yenEdia o Hiagtara, Aftg
TR | §d  YEEE(3)UAl W SgraaragEead
THGHREATTG! 7 W qAFHe | T6 9§ WEl
gGeadl QUAET et YTl SRR 0T
foq , aw_fg s @fEet am A geiawfig
TquREY Rl gy 9 A fifag ywfa  wuw
$IG  dACHAINEN AN AW ¥ WA, a9
A WEFeamy sy Hhagfaad:  Twadta |
forarermdresRt & fomwma sfiR=<aq | dgRam wAd |

(1) adya, omitted in MS, is cit. and commented upon ibid., p. 262 ‘adya’ it: asmaduktivim
vyavasthayam: | ‘arthasvartipam’ iti ..
(1) MS “parti®.

(%) Doubtful reading in my photograph

[13]



TEEEERY SEgRl A WA | ddB Fedeatd |
TR PR gt e
) dEvEtt W Candl feanead | et
ety e Fw:, asfu f fafgagEw

watde wamEH sfy deEll wRmEea:  Rredndiscqutewatta

(1%) 1hid., p- 265 cit. ',Uri?'HMU?!L‘('L/J’d/d_ bodbasya'. where /H,Jrf[!u'jj'd is most likely a scribal .gloss.
(16) MS “spabhava®.

(17) ¢a, omitted in MS, cit. #bid., p. 268.

(1%) MS reads ra samdso, but this is against the grammatical argument Utpaladeva is referring to
(nityasapeksatva does allow samasa).

(19) MS arthamavemayad iti; 1 have accepted the reading cit. ibid. p. 269

[14]



Ad UMM FHAA S TEIHAT O TR S o U
R faRafiar ¢ 1 age axwdfa | axmafagTEty
a1 fooed wmdEiad @ | A9 auyaigeeaei
aul fEa gifta:, adisT A facadE  aummedaET
UG IRAIYT PRIMENTIRTIAANT  FefeRsl . * ey
g1 yaufasaearmdsEfasd A fawa: q@r Y a1 gt
gftqudedl T | SRSy sqagR)
SEAFAMBRADA 1 ¥ 3 T"a 09, 3. €1

(*") My conjecture for MS ®avalambandaya, apparently meaningless; cf, ibid. p. 270 ‘svatma’ iti
svavisayaprakasatayam dlmamatraprakasatavam ca visrantair vartamdnair evety arthab.

(21) 1bid. p. 270 cit. as nibstimitah

(22) MS na cedaparamarthasya; na cedam cit. ibid., p. 271

(#3) Ibid., p. 271 cit., erroneously, pratitis ca. )

(#4) Ibid., p. 272 cit. — after tasmad and before na syad eva — pratipadyate, absent in MS.

(#%) MS yujyate; the form yujyeta, grammatically more correct, cit. ibid., p. 273, where
Abhinavagupta dwells upon the meaning to be attributed to /i in this case.

(%6) eta, cit. and commented upon ibid., p. 273, is omitted in MS

(27) After Saktayah, faktiyogalaksanam, not found in MS, cit. ibid., p. 273.

[15]



(28) MS visvariipam; 1 have accepted the reading prakasaripam, cit. and commented upon zbid. p.
273, which furnishes a more satisfactory meaning.

(29) My conjectural correction for MS Catiriktatvan, which does not fit the context.

(30) MS Cabhimatasvabhavajatasya; abbimatasya cit. ibid., p. 273.

(31) T accept the reading cit. ibid., p. 274, instead of MS pratipadayisyatam.



qgrusEy | A @ ddt W9\ guR,  Caurfy
ReeEsfaaeaml a6 AfERTEeEe s
Rrrrgmyafentala, W qauma  SAEWBEEIEA-
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RuEE A PY RN SR ST
SeIffAugeedsaaatiamEr | daeysy g wer afy
T a9 Yous- qeaaegdl...]

(WA= @esuia qaiHiiaHmae |
TSP SIRTHIEHRIYTRASTHAT 11 9.8.2 1l

gt 0. Wioweem @ sfa qaEiyd o
RIEHRTAAY] GhIasd Rl A Ha: |
EHAHIS Gd d, dd TAVEHIS ACTACAHEA /oAl |

(*2) The reading tathapi, cit. ibid., p. 275, seems better than MS tathahi.
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el afidEmg  Tehearg eI AN IR o
TRSNSTWR:, AT Tl ad ada | Sfaemieed-
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|l u L) G FEfaEwey IREERE-
TRURFETENE: | AWFaE ff gyas aeEeae-
TR HARYANA  THSTVHAHEE  SMSHHFITH-T-
TR WA WA | Uiy AHMIEY
il M TIHEIAHAFIRE ST UENfGd A rAdEd |
U ATHONTAS R g dRER qaiaEs e
HHFIAFAGESHOAMIET: a8l Ao A aeaas
vafd  MaameaiaamraaRaaEwEE | e
AR AT Resfl WA AR AR T -

() Cit. IPVV II p. 27 as evam api, apparently equally good, but Abhinavagupta’s comment
presupposes ekam, which is precisely the reading of MS.

(**) 1 have adopted the reading kimcic ca, cit. ibid., p. 28, instead of MS kimea, which, however,
might possibly equally stand.

() The expected meaning requires ananyasamanyavacchede' pi (or anyasamanyanavacchede pi) instead
of MS atya [read anyalsamanyavacchede'pi; cf. also ibid., p. 28 abhasantarena avisesitatve pi.
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PR TSHIAHATHY THE Helfd TUT Ferearderd
yaalts | TEAHEEd SfeRiany qg’ ‘raafareasents,
HEA *CA] R, SAbENSEad f§ SoiE:
| #El_ gAAERE qgem A g g A
JATFPAHEHN A (9w TR0 ag1 ¥ TaHE: |
doE FUL q 3fA | HEMUG  ARCAADIE AUHI-
TFA fReRmfeRmEuTEEamET T fafasEpa:
TAWI(9E ) sY: HAHRTA T THE g THAG | d86
AferatReax’ 3fa | Readuaueen CfasdataE-
SUGERME Aded | agl *°u  gadivEsfy  gdeseads
JAATHIATETHATSSaRFgHIE:  Fax™ 3fd  wiatememammmai
S I == s G |51 B s e e i e RS AT E EH L
fafsreer™ *ufawrEral @@ wafa ag1 THwad Hsd: |

[H\

) MS anta®.
(37) Ibid., p. 28 cit. samanyam tu (but most probably na is only postponed).
(%) My conjectural correction for MS °adhana®.

(3) My tentative restoration of MS vijatiyacittaya vyavaharabhavanairmalyam, evidently corrupted.

(40) Cit., erroneously, zbid., p. 30 as tada na.

(*1) Cit. erroneously, ibid., p. 30 as svatantre pi.

(#2) MS ©gvabhbdisa®; 1 have added ©artha® — required by meaning — on the basis of
Abhinavagupta’s analysis of this long compound bid. p. 30 ... anekena visesanena visisto ‘rthabhaso brabmadis
tatra unmukhbah ...
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(AR W | T QYA |
SfRFUERAl Wifed AguRsfy a1 n9.8.9 11

I 3R | FEASTER SRS S EaE-
EYE: WARS d HRARA, Hawd  aui QI
URTCHAMRIRG dXaq | G Eamy  SeTgad aiafaes=

(*3) MS tada hi.

(") MS wikalpah. The correction wvikalpatdi seems very probable, considering the following
nirvikalpata; cf. also ihid., p. 30 tat katham vikalpata uktety aha ‘tada ca' iti.

(#) After the quotation of va ibid., p. 31 follows the quotation of prarvavasthayam atibhavyate,
referring possibly to a subsequent passage.
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SESHUIPA A T, “‘Aeddgly  Iq9Ed WU Hg
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AAIHUETESA] dGTHRY FA FWEEE
JEHUEd,  SEARG  gdifdatfaaioiRe e v e -
@Edg Tafd A AECOHGFEAU s, aﬁg VeFIu |
Euaifafyerdl  ubaanEmantenEsty A e | R

(39) asamewid api ca cit. ibid., p. 45 (the editor has not noticed it); ea is omitted in MS.
(7) Ibid., p. 45 cit. tam yoginam prati, yoginanz being most probably a gloss.
(*8) nany etad api cit. ibid., p. 45; api omitted in MS.
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NP FHUEANAIUTHAH e, | g 0 Fgdl-
@ QHIAdgTdgeagdaisy aRERgfaid a5ad |

¢ ¢

[g=1

(*7) My conjectural correction for MS “vyavacchinnena, which does not fit the context.

(59) T have accepted the reading of MS (but also a correction into #ivesayat could be considered).

(°1) MS apattyeva.

(°2) My conjectural correction for MS svatma®, meaningless in this context.

(53) 1 restore pramtra (strictly required by meaning), most likely dropped by the scribe because of
haplography (see the following pramatrantara®).

(*¥) My conjectural correction, suggested by the requirement of meaning, for MS paramatmavedanan,
and  paramatmavedakam cit. ibid., p. 47 (but cf. also ibid. sarvajiagrabanam
pragupakrantaparasamvedanopakramat paratmavedakaparyayatam etity arthah). Also the MSS of the Vrui
show this fluctuation between the readings pardtma® and paramatma

(>3) My correction for MS paramatmata®.
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TRANSLATION

‘Thus the functioning of the human world — which stems precisely from the
unification of cognitions, in themselves separate one from the other and incapable
of knowing one another — would be destroyed ..." IPK 1.3.6

(Vrtti) — Cognitions are restricted to themselves only and cannot be the object
of other cognitions, being by nature [exclusively] aware of themselves. But, in this
case, how would the dimension of human activity and behaviour — culminating in
the teaching of the highest reality —, which consists precisely in the connection with
one another of the objects of cognition, be possible?

(Vivrti) — Also the illumination of an object conceived as separate constitutes
the own form of the cognition itself and not any further qualification (atisayah) for
object. And this form of such cognition does not become the own form of another
cognition, so that — through the identification with another cognition having a different
object — the objects of different cognitions can combine (visayamelanam syat). Also
a cognition thus conceived () would render a separate entity its object by operating
autonomously and not through the perception of another cognition. In fact, a cognition
cannot be perceived by another cognition, because it is only aware of itself"
(svasanwidripatayd). Otherwise, if illuminated [not by itself but] by something else,
it would be nothing but an inert and insentient reality. This is meant by the vrtti
when it says: ‘... being by nature [exclusively] aware of themselves ...

[Objection] Why say that a cognition, because it is aware of itself cannot be
cognized by other cognitions (3)? There is no contradiction between these two
aspects. Though a cognition shines with its own light (svayam prakasate) — because
its essence is light — yet, if it illuminates a cognition present in another subject, this
occurs because cognitions have the capacity to illuminate themselves and what is other
than themselves (atmanatmaprakasanasamarthyat); and just as — amidst what is other
than themselves — an inert reality is illuminated, in the same way another cognition
may be illuminated, even if its very essence is light. And also that cognition, which
thus becomes illuminated, is illuminated by another cognition while it in turn illuminates
what is other than itself, for instance the colour blue etc. This is precisely the way
in which a direct perception comes to be illuminated [i.e. cognized] by that form of

(1) That is, as the illumination of an entity conceived as separate from it.

(2) Here there begins a long objection to the doctrine of the non-objectifiability of cognition, an
objection expressed from the point of view of a Naiyayika.
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cognition which is memory, or in which a cognition and its object, belonging to another
subject, is cognized by the superhuman cognition of a yogi. It is in these terms that
the cognition is presented in its true nature, neither is it to be feared that, because
it is the object of another cognition, the cognition ceases to be such and becomes similar
to an inert reality, like a jar. In fact, in the case of the cognition, being illuminated
is something that is able in turn to illuminate, whereas the same thing may not be
said of the jar. An inert reality is not such because it is subject to being illuminated
by other, neither is consciousness such for the opposite reason. And this is because
the object’s being illuminated is not an element that intimately concerns its own form,
but rather that of the cognizing subject, for in this case — as it has been said — there
would be no restriction as regards the cognizing subject. Just as the jar is manifested
thanks to a light belonging to the cognizing subject (pramatrsambandhbina prakasena),
which is what ascertains its nature as sentient or insentient, so the cognition, too,
is manifested to [another] subject not by virtue of a light of its own (na svaprakasena)
— for that would entail its being manifested anyway, even, that is, to an insentient
reality —, but through the light of another cognition. What renders the object of
illumination such is the light of cognition (?). Therefore, we can say that the object
of the perception ‘jar’ shines in that form of cognition which is memory precisely in
as much as also the light of the perception itself is made to shine. Its light, in fact,
is constituted by the light of another cognition (tatprakasa eva hi paraprakasah).

Thus cognition, insofar as it is by nature light and illumination of the other, shines
itself and can illuminate the other — whether it is sentient or insentient; cognition,
too, which is in its very essence illuminating of this own nature, may be illuminated
by another cognition, which in turn is able to illuminate itself and what is other than
itself. In stating this there is therefore no fault (%).

[Reply] Just as the jar or the cloth can be said to be manifested in their true nature
when, respectively, a form having a broad base and belly or a form with a certain
length and width appear, and otherwise cannot, so cognition is grasped in its own
reality if it appears as capable of illuminating the other, being at the same time self-
luminous, because its form is solely this. Even if it were admitted that it may be
cognized by another cognition, its being self-luminous could not, in any way, be
illuminated. Its being self-luminous means, in actual fact, that it is not a different
thing from the light of the cognizer; it means being able to be the object of the notion
of ‘T,

Therefore its real nature would not be respected if it were presented in terms

(*) And when it is a cognition that is the object of illumination, what renders it such is precisely
the light of another cognition.

(¥) The cognition — Abh. notes, developing the argumentation of the objector — does not lose
any of its nature when it becomes the abject of another cognition, as happens when a mirror is reflected
in another mirror that is just as clear (IPVV I p. 256 yat yatra na laksanam svam apabhadate, tat tatra
[na] viruddham darpanasvacchatayam iva svacchadarpanasamkrantih).
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of objectification ‘here is this cognition’; consciousness (bodho), in fact, is illuminated
only by itself and is able to shine, completely autonomously, as ‘I (aham ity eva) (°).
This light of consciousness is called cognition, when it is turned outwards, towards
objects, and is [apparently] differentiated because of them. When it is turned inwards,
it is then called the cognizing subject himself.

The Buddhists say the same thing except that they consider the permanence of
the subject as being uniquely the product of a wrongful superimposition brought about
by discursive thought (vikalparopitasthairyah). Also the followers of Samkhya attribute
to the intellect (huddhau) — which alone in effect appears in experience () — this
dual nature. Also in the view of those (") who consider the cognizing subject as
something distinct from the light of cognition, cognition ends up by shining as
undifferentiated from the subject, because it is indissolubly inherent in it; otherwise
there would be no cognition at all. In fact, the universal that exists separately from
the particular is no longer such, and knowing it in these terms does not mean knowing
it for what it is. Also when it is an omniscient subject who knows it, the universal
can only be manifested as that which ‘colours’ the single particular realities
(svalaksanoparasijakatvenaiva) (*). Similarly, the true nature of cognition may be said
to shine only if it shines as having its essence in the light of the I; cognition, for
its part, is nothing but the light of the I turned towards objects
(visayonmukbabamprakasamatraripam), without any specific form of its own other than
this. Thus an ultimate basis for the determinations of the objects of cognition may
exist thanks to the autonomy of cognition due to the fact that it does not depend
on a light from outside itself. If this itself (°) does not come to light, what else would
remain of what is manifested in it?

Therefore grasping cognition in terms of ‘this’ is not a direct, primary datum
of our experience (na saksat pratitam bbavati); on the basis of the argument already
exposed above, it is grasped as ‘this’ only through the mediation of the light of the
1 (ahamprakasavyavadhanena), similarly to what occurs when one thinks of the cognizer

(%) Cf. Ibid. p. 257 evagrahanena ananyapeksam aha.

(6) Cf. ibid. p. 258 mukhyaya iti na vastavam atra mukhyatvam, api tu pratibhasanusareneti.

() E.g. the Naiyayikas.

(¥) The omniscient — Abh. notes (ibid. p. 259) — is able to contemplate the six categories — one
of which is the universal (jat/) — individually, and therefore also the universal separately. Furthermore,
during the mahapralaya, he must be able to contemplate the universals also in the absence of the particular
realities, which at that moment have dissolved. If the omniscient subject, even in this state, manages
to see the universals in what is their nature — and this cannot be doubted — this is because he can
see directly, thanks to his power, the past and future particular realities. In fact, the universals are such
insofar as they constitute the unifying motif of the single particulars, thus producing the notion of unity
with regard to elements that are differentiated (bhinnesu abinnapratyayajanakatvam hi jater jivitam).

(9) That is, the own form of cognition as being the light of the I turned towards objects.
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‘this is the self’ (*Y). Thus on the basis of the immediate experience and in
conformity with that which is its peculiar form, cognition is absolutely not knowable
by another cognition, precisely because it is cognition and its essence is self-awareness.

It is on these very bases that the definition of ‘sentient’ and ‘insentient’, being
thus manifested, can be settled. ‘Insentient’ is, therefore, that whose light depends
on other (paradhinaprakasam); its opposite, ‘sentient’ is that which is self-illuminating,
constituted by the light of the I; or, the object of illumination, whose light depends
on other, that is called ‘insentient’.

[Objection] This definition of ‘insentient’ as ‘that which is to be illuminated’
does not concern its own form at all. Being the object of illumination does not constitute
the own form of the object; this light, in fact, belongs to the cognizing subject. And,
on the other hand, a definition that does not invest the own form (svaripasanssparsi)
of what it defines is not a definition. Therefore, what is the object of illumination
— and considered insentient for this reason —, though having a light that is dependent
on other, would not be ‘insentient’ because of this. And furthermore, it would be
derived from your definition that cognition, too — conceived as sentient — would
be characterized by having a light depending on other, as it has been acknowledged
as being the possible object of another cognition ().

[Reply] However, the fact that the light of this cognition depends on other, involves
its shining as ‘this’ (idantaya) and this idanta is, according to our way of conceiving
(adya) (*?), the own form of the object separate from light, therefore opposed to the
self-luminosity constituted by the light of the I. There is, therefore, a sharp and firmly
based (suvyavasthitah) distinction between the definitions of ‘sentient’ and ‘insentient’.

To say that at the time of the memory there is the direct presence of what was
previously perceived means that the memory has become one with the previous
perception (anubbavaikyapannam). On the contrary, it is not admissible to think of
a perception separated from the memory, being situated between the object and the
memory of it (antardlavarti) (), because, if its nature as light is not established,

(1% CE. IPK 1.5.17. Furthermore, all cognitions have their ultimate resting place in the I (‘I am
the perceiver, constituted by the illumination of the object’); of. IPVV I, p. 261 idam iti
prakasasvatantryarupad ahambhavat prthakkrtam sat jianam yada prakasate, tada aham jnata
visayaprakasamayah ity evambhitam paryantikim pratipattim adhisayya prakasitam bhavati).

(1) This in the objector’s eyes is another reason for criticising the definition of jada proposed by
the author. Not only does it not touch the own form of what it intends to define, but, even admitting
that it does, the definitions of jads and ajada are not such that they are mutually exclusive (cf. ibid.,
pp. 261-2) na kevalam svartpaspar§anat yavad abhyupagate'pi svaripasparsitve | ita$ cavirodhat
jadajachlaksanayoh prasaktat jadam api ajadam syat).

(%) CE ibid., p. 262 adya iti asmadukrayam vyavasthayam.

(1) That is to say in such a way that the recollection illuminates a perception which in turn
illuminates the object.
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neither is its capacity to illuminate the other (prakasaripatvasiddhau paraprakasakatvasyapy
asiddheb). In effect, in saying ‘illuminates, makes the other manifest’ (paran: prakasayati)
it is not in the other that a further qualification (atisayah) is produced, but only in
the light (*). Thus, as the self-luminosity of the previous perception has not been
proved — since in order to be manifested it depends on other, appearing as ‘this’ —
it is not possible to state that its nature is light. And thus, in the state of I$vara,
things, which, appearing as ‘this’, are insentient, then achieve — once they come to
be in the situation of identity of substratum with the light of the I
(abamprakasasaimanadbikaranyena) (*) — their own form as light, whose essence is the
cognizer. In this condition there is no addition (vadhikyam kimecit) to the nature of
consciousness, just as a new configuration of a certain form does not constitute another
entity, since it continues to have its ultimate reality in the form. When this
configuration lapses, this does not mean that the form lapses, since it lies in it, not
even when the new configuration occurs is there any addition to the form, since another
entity is not produced. All that may be said is that on the various planes of the new
configurations the form appears in various ways, insofar as it becomes endowed with
further qualifications (satisayasya bhavat). But not even this may be applied to the
nature of consciousness, because there is no room in it _for further qualifications (na
tv evam api bodhbaripe kascid atisayah sambbavati) (). Isvara, even if his essence is
all, is not different from pure consciousness (#a cinmatrataya atiricyate). But let us
cease these argumentations. ,

It has therefore been proved that being conscious of itself [on the part of cognition]
is pervaded by the light of the I, which is opposed to insentience — and insentience,
for its part, has the nature of ‘this’, which pervades the property of being knowable
by others. Thus it is possible to deny that the cognition is knowable by others, because
this property is pervaded by another that is in opposition to the pervading one
(vyapakaviruddhavyaptayah) ('"). Similarly, in the case of sound etc., there is the
negation of permanence, because sound possesses a causal efficiency in succession, which
is pervaded by the fact of having a multiple nature, which is in turn contrary to the

(*%) It is an allusion to the prakatativida of the Mimamsakas.
(1) See IPK III.1.3.

(16) The example adduced is, therefore, both a sadharmya® and a vaidharmyadrstanta. The analogy
between form and consciousness is valid as regards the absence in both of any adhikya, but it stops there,
because the atifaya that is produced in the form is not admissible for consciousness.

{17) Utpaladeva is using both an argumentation and a terminology that are peculiar to the Buddhist
logicians, to wit, the anupalabdhi as the hetu of a negative inference, here in the form of
vyapakaviruddbavyaptopalabdhi. This type does not appear in any of Dharmakirti’s three classifications
of the anupalabdhi (in the Pramanavarttika, the Hetubindu and the Nyayabindu) and is mentioned for
the first time, in the extant Buddhist literature, in Durvekamisra’s Dbarmottarapradipa, included in a
classification into fourteen or sixteen forms (Kajiyama 1966: 151 ff.). The evidence of the Tika shows
that this tradition was already current in the Buddhist circles at least in Utpaladeva’s time.
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unity, that pervades permanence; also in the case of the jar there is the negation of
self-awareness, since the property of being knowable by others is perceived, and this
in turn is pervaded by a property that is in opposition to the pervading one (1¥).

This being the case, even if all is perceived, it becomes impossible to grasp in
the object its having been the object of another cognition, since cognitions are incapable
of being aware of one another (jiananam anyonyasanwedanabhbavat), it having been
excluded that they can be the object of other cognitions. On the other hand, taking
or leaving a certain thing depends precisely on the awareness of having had a previous
experience of that thing with particular results. If one could only count on the present
cognition (vartamanajriianamatrena), this would be impossible and, therefore, for those
who turn to things with particular objectives all practical activity (vyavahdrah) — which
is based on this taking or leaving (tyagopadanamayo) — would be impossible. This
is meant by the vr#ti, when it says ‘... with one another ...". The genitive j#ananam
(‘of cognitions’) in the sztra requires anusamdhana® (‘unification’) and in the vr#t requires
visayasanghatana® (‘connection of the objects’); however, notwithstanding this, word-
composition takes place, because these words invariably show requirement
(nityasapeksatvat) ().

The same applies to the teaching of the true reality by those who have personally
experienced it (viditavedyair) (*). The process is as follows: first there is the direct
experience of that reality, then the reflective awareness of it (along with its discursive
articulation) and finally it is taught to the disciple. This would not be possible if each
cognition were limited to itself and its respective object (svatmavisayamatra®), and thus

(1) The being knowable by others (parasamwedyata) is pervaded by the notion of ‘this’, which is
opposed to the notion of ‘T', which in turn pervades self-awareness (cf. IPVV I, p. 267). The first of
the two examples (as Abhinavagupta develops it) ‘Sound is impermanent, because its causal efficiency
is in succession’ must have been the stock example, since it is the one used also by Durvekamiéra,
Moksakaragupta and Vidyakarasanti (Kajiyama 1966: 152).

(*) A condition for word-composition is the absence of any external requirement (Mahdbhdsya vol.
L, p. 360, ad Panini 11.1.1, sapeksam asamartham bhavati; cf. Joshi 1968: 33 {f.). In other words, the
single members of a compound cannot be related with, or qualified by, an outside word. This statement
is, then, questioned and lastly restricted by Pataijali only to the subordinate member — except in some
cases. One of these cases — pointed out later by Bhartrhari — is represented by the so-called ‘correlative’
words, that is, words which by their very nature require other words to complete meaning (cf. Vakyapadiva
I11.14.47 sambandhi$abdah sapekso nityam sarvah prayujyate / svarthavat sa vyapeksasya vretav api na
hiyate). Therefore, although between jiananam and anusamdhana®, and tesam (jiiananam) and visaya®
there is sapeksatva — that is, a mutual requirement —, this does not prevent the formation of the
compounds anusamdhanajanma and visayasanghatanamayah, for in the case of both anusamdhbina and visaya
there is an inherent, constant (nitya) requirement of something else — the former being a transitive action
noun, which implies an object, and the latter being strictly connected with jiarna as its correlative term.

(20) This teaching, too, requires the coordination and unification of cognitions of different natures
and belonging to diverse times.
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all cognizers would be reduced to paralysis. That is meant by the vrtti, when it says:
‘... of the highest reality ...". If the teaching of the highest reality were erroneous,
then the supreme reality would not be attained; if, on the contrary, there were a definite
attainment, in spite of all, thanks to this error, then this would not be a real error,
seeing that it possesses this capacity. This process of the teaching of the highest reality
is not a mere causal process (kdranamatram) ('), but a cognitive activity (pratitih), and
if the object of the past and future cognition of the highest reality (**) were not the
same as these series of cognitive processes, then how could one on these grounds promote
a definite activity culminating with the full attainment of such reality? Thus the world
of practical experience, that has a single well defined basis, would not be possible if
there were no unification of cognitions. _

And, on the contrary, this world of practical experience is explained if there is
a single essence (eka evdatma) of all these cognitive acts — perceptions, recollections
etc. — in that they are all constituted in the final analysis by pure consciousness, and
if these cognitions etc. represent the various and multiform powers of this single Self,
Parameévara, whose essence is all. This world of practical experience would otherwise
not be possible.

‘.. if there were no Maheévara which contains within himself all the infinite forms,
one, whose essence is consciousness, possessing the power of cognition, memory and
exclusion.” IPK 1.3.7

(Vrtti) — The reciprocal unification of all cognitions of things is [constituted by]
the principle of consciousness whose form is all, since nothing different from it is
admissible. It has been said: ‘From me derive memory, cognition, exclusion’.

(Vivrti) — The principle of consciousness, consisting of light and creativity, is
established from the beginning (adisiddham eva). 1f objects, presumed to be inert
realities, were different from it, that would mean that their nature is in itself non-
light, and in this case they would not be able to shine [that is, be manifested]. In

(2!) The implicit objection (which may be attributed to a Buddhist) to which the ¢#kd is replying,
is, according to Abh. (IPVV I, pp. 270-71), the following. The various stages of the teaching process
can be understood simply as a concatenation of causes and effects (experience — reflective awareness
and conceptualization — teaching — application to hhavand — accomplishment of it — attainment of
supreme reality) without it being necessary to pose the problem of the combination of the objects of
the single cognitive acts, as, on the contrary, Utp. does — in order to make recourse to the unifying
dynamism of the I inevitable. A mere cause-effect relation cannot be invoked here, because it is not
a question of inert realities — such as the seed and the shoot, or the clay and the jar — but of various
types of cognitive processes, which, if set in the framework of causal automatism, would be transformed
into self-contained things.

(22) The experience that the master has personally had is past, the knowledge that his teaching will
permit his disciples to attain is future.
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fact, a light that is by nature non-white, cannot become white. This will be
demonstrated later. This is meant by the vrtti, when it says: ‘... the principle of
consciousness ..." and ‘... different from it ...".

If therefore things, though they are manifested as separate, have as their single
nature consciousness, it is all the more certain that cognitions — whose object they
are — also have this nature. In effect, cognitions are not manifested separately from
their objects (na bi tani tato bhedena prathante), nevertheless, though they are apparently
differentiated since they are invested with the differentiation that is peculiar to their
object (visayabhedavakalpitabhedanam api), yet they ultimately rest — despite this spatio-
temporal determination — on their own nature consisting of unitary consciousness
(ekacinmayasvabhavavisrantir eva). 1f it were not so, and the various cognitions did
not have as their ultimate nature the principle of consciousness, introverted, in the
form of a unitary self-awareness, how could one, at the moment when the cognition
of an empty surface is produced, arrive at the statement ‘there is no jar here (lit. ‘this
is not the cognition of a surface with a jar’) (saghatapradesajiianam nasti)? Cognitions,
in fact, are each a light unto themselves and cannot therefore combine to form a single
cognition which has as its object the jar etc. (ghatadivisayavadekajiianasamsargitvabhav-

at) (). [...]

[‘(He who remembers) must necessarily, having a reflective awareness of the
particular entity formerly made manifest, make it manifest at the actual moment of
the memory, either as a single manifestation or as the whole of its components.’
IPK 1.4.2

(Vreti) — Thanks to the power of memory the subject, when having a reflective

(2%) This subject will be dealt with in detail later (IPK 1.7.7-11). Utpaladeva is here referring to
the Buddhist theory of abhava and anupalabdbi, as delineated by Dharmakirti and Dharmottara (Torella,
forthcoming B). The cognition of the absence of the jar, though being in itself distinct from that of
the empty surface, is essentially connected with it, just as judgement is linked to perception and represents
the subsequent stage: the same cognitive act entails both of them (cf. Nyayabindutika, pp. 122-23).
Dharmottara here depends directly on Dharmakirti, who has extensively debated the question in several
of his works (Pramanavarttika and svavrtti, Pramanaviniscaya, Hetubindu, Nyayabindu). The essential point
of Dharmakirti’s conception may be summarized as follows (I refer to Hetubindu, pp. 21-28). Non-
perception is not a distinct pramdna connected with its own particular prameya (abhava), as for instance
Kumarila maintains. It consists in a positive perception of something that exists — a perception and
object that, however, are other than the cognizer’s expectation (anyopalabdhi, anyabhava, vivaksitopalabdher
anyatvat) and in this way reveal an absence. From the positive perception of an ‘other’ thing one may
pass to the cognition of the absence of the thing intended only on determinate conditions: first of all,
that the two things possess an equal capacity to suscitate a certain cognition (avisistayogyata; cf. tulyayogyati
at the very end of this fragment) and that therefore they are necessarily associated in a single cognitive
act (ekajfianasansargitva), so that, if this cognitive act takes place and only one of the two things is perceived,
this means that the other is absent. Utpaladeva will give an elaborate answer to this argument in [PK
1.7.9 and vriti.
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awareness as ‘that’ of the particular entity which had been formerly perceived, must
make it manifest [in the present], for there could not be a reflective awareness of an
object made manifest [in the past only]; and this manifestation takes place at the very
moment of the act of remembering. Therefore it is not wrong to affirm the
manifestation — at the moment of the memory — of an object which, however, is
no longer present at that moment. At certain times the object presents itself in the
form of a single manifestation, that is, limited to one of the many manifestations that
compose it, such as — in the case of a jar — ‘jar’ ‘golden’ ‘individual substance’
‘existence’ etc., depending on the subject’s intentions. In these cases its manifestation
in memory is distinct and vivid. At other times, on the contrary, the object presents
itself in its totality, since this is the subject’s intention; its manifestation is equally
distinct, as in the previous case. And finally, the subject whose mind is intensely
concentrated without interruption even directly visualizes the object formerly perceived.]

(Vivrti) — [...] In autonomous mental elaborations (svatantravikalpesu) (**) the
object, in its universal form, is manifested in a way that is devoid of vividness. In
fact, many universals when combined and set in a relationship of mutual determination
(anyonydvacchedena) reach a level of manifestation that is wholly vivid (sphutabhasatam
asadya), and become in the end, once they are delimited by universals such as space
and so on, particular realities (svalaksanatam bhajante). Treeness (vrksatvam), which
yet is one, in its universal form — consisting exclusively of being endowed with branches
etc. —, once it is combined with a whole variety of universals of colour and shape,
such as those of the dhava or the kbadira trees, and differentiated by a myriad of
combinations with the manifestations of the universals of space and time, becomes
many (anekatmatam apadyate). Even if they themselves (svayanz) are exempt from spatio-
temporal differentiations, universals give rise to a multiplicity of particular realities
by virtue of their being different one from the other and of their mutually determining
one another now in one way now in another (parasparam paryayavacchedas ca) (?).
This mutual determination must respond to a criterion of compatibility (anugunyena)
and therefore cannot take place, for instance, in the case of the universals ‘cold” and
‘fire’, which do not possess this compatibility.

(24) Utp. calls ‘autonomous’ (svatantra) those vikalpas, such as imagination or fantasy, which do not
depend directly — like, for instance, determinate cognition (adhyavasaya) or recollection — on a previous
perception (cf. vreti ad IPK 1.8.2).

(25) The individual @bhdsas do not possess a status of avacchedaka or avacchedya of their own, but
they can assume either the one or the other according to the circumstances. They are not associated
— Abh. says (IPVV 11, p. 26) — remaining on the same plane, like the members of a dvandva, but in
a relationship of principal-secondary, qualifying-qualified. The @hhdsa ‘cloth’, in a piece of white cloth,
may appear predominant to a subject who, at that particular moment, is interested in the object as something
to protect himself with; on the contrary, the abhasa ‘white’ will appear predominant, if he is thinking
of the capacity the colour white has to confer serenity on the soul (cf. Pramanavarttika, 1.58 and svavriti).
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Then there are certains universals which, even without entering into relations
of determination with others, are themselves (svata eva) manifested in a clear and evident
manner (sphutan bhavati), without this entailing their transformation into particular
realities (svalaksanatam anapannam api), but only thanks to the multiplicity of universals
that they — in their unity — encompass (anekasamanyamayaikasamanyatmataya). For
example, this is the case of the universal ‘dbhava’ with respect to the universal ‘tree’.
The former, though not being particularized as regards its own nature, contains within
itself other universals such as tree etc. (tadantahpravistavrksatvadi). This does not mean
that they cease to be universals (samanyatam na tu jahaty eva), because to become a
particular they must be determined by a spatio-temporal differentiation. When,
however, depending on the subject’s requirement (arthitavasenaiva), the object is
remembered as associated with the manifestation of a previous time and place along
with the perception of many manifestations such as ‘golden’ ‘red’ etc., then it will
be manifested as vivid and clear (sphuta evabbasah) (). That is meant by the vrtti,
when it says: ‘... at other times, on the contrary ...’. Sometimes, then, when one
is intent on remembering with an especially intense concentration
(atyantaikarasavadhanodyuktasya), the object being remembered, rendered clear and
limpid by referring to it all its attributs — excluding none — (niravasesavisesanavabha-
sasamanadhikaranyapattivisadikrtah), manifestly appears before one (sphutam purab
sphurati), animated by a direct perception (saksatkaramaya eva) (*'). That is meant by
the vrtti, when it says: “... intensely ... without interruption ...". The absence of in-
terruption or distraction (nairantaryam) in the concentration is its being free from
impurities, the absence in it of the occurrence of extraneous thoughts. And in this
case, despite the fact that there is direct perception, the object perceived in the past
is preserved (anubbatavisayasampramosab) (**), since one has the direct experience of
the object [not insofar as it is present but] in that it has been previously known
(parvadrstatayaiva). Therefore it is not at all incongruous to include this type of
experience among the various forms of memory (smrtibhedamadbyagananayam na ksatih).

Also when the autonomous mental elaboration () turns to the manifestation of
something that has been proved beyond any doubt by the various means of right
knowledge and distinguished by many attributs (tattatpramanaparisuddhbanekavisesana-
visistarthavabbasonmukbah), then the object becomes clear and vivid (sphutibhavaty
eva). In fact it has been said: ‘Since he is engaged in listening or speaking about the
Brahman etc.’. We are not interested here in whether this experience is discursive
thought or not. On the other hand, at no moment may we speak of the absence of

(2¢) Despite the fact that it occurs in the sphere of the memory.
(?7) Tt is remembered, that is, as clearly as if it were directly perceived.
(%) This is the classical definition of memory (Yogasitra 1.11 anubhiitavisayasampramosah smrtih).

(*) Thus the above considerations apply not only to the ‘dependent’ vikalpas, like memory, but
also to those called ‘autonomous’ (svatantra), like imagination.
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reflective awareness (paramarsasinyata), because this is the essence of all lights (of
cognition) (tadatmyat sarvaprakasanam) (). Every experience, such as memory etc.,
is centred on the freedom of the principle of consciousness and is not simply produced
thanks to the power of its particular immediate cause (svakaranasamarthyat). It is in
order to teach this that the vrtti uses the causative (nica nirdesah) in the expression
‘parvabhasita’ (). [...]

[‘The cognitions (of the others) are not manifested as the object even in that
particular cognition which is characteristic of the yogis. The only means of knowing
them is self-awareness. What has been stated also applies if they are admitted as the
object of cognition’. IPK 1.4.5

(Vrtti) — For the omniscient, too, the cognitions belonging to other subjects —
which can be known only through self-awareness — must always be manifested as
resting on their own self; and, therefore, what in reality happens (tattvam) is in point
of fact the identification on the part of these yogis with the self of others. Should
one attribute [to the cognitions of others] the nature of knowable object, such as the
jar etc., they would have to be manifested each in their own form of pure consciousness,
whereas that is impossible.

(Vivrti) — ... ] Then (**) [as regards cognition] it could not be said that
awareness is exclusively peculiar to it (svaiva samwit), nor that it [cognition] is only
awareness of itself (svasya tat samvid eva), but, on the contrary, that the awareness
of itself [i.e. of that cognition itself] also pertains to other cognitions [and to the
cognitions of other subjects] (pardpy asya sanwit) — since its illumination depends on
other —, and that it is also non-awareness (asazwid api ca), because this is the
characteristic of inert reality (*).

(39) This is one of the central points of Pratyabhijna philosophy. See its classical formulation in
IPK 1.5.11 and wvreti svabhiavam avabhasasya vimaréam vidur anyatha | prakaso 'rthoparakto’pi
sphatikadijadopamah [/ — prakasasya mukhya atma pratyavamarsas tam vinarthabheditakarasyapy asya
svacchatamatram na tv ajadyam camatkrter abhavat. The indebtment to Bhartrhari’s thought (cf. in
particular Vakyapadiya 1.116 vagripati ced utkramed avabhodasya $asvati [ na prakasah prakageta sa
hi pratyavamarsini //) is evident.

(*!) Utpaladeva and, after him, Abhinavagupta have dwelt at length on the pregnant meaning to
be attributed to the use of the causative form in these contexts (Torella 1987).

(32) What follows is presumably what would derive from the admission of the objectifiability of
cognition; cf. also IPVV 1I, p. 44 caturvidhanivamanivantritaripavabhasa§ ca jhanasya
jAanantaravedyatayam vighatata iti.

(**) If the objectifiability of cognition were admitted, all four ways in which one may understand
the expression svasamvit used in the karika to characterize cognition (svaiva samwit, svasya samvid eva,
sva samvid eva, svasyaiva samvit; Utp. considers them all equally acceptable) would be reversed (parapi
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[Objection] But then we can explain the thing simply like this: the cognition
belonging to a certain subject, which has come to be in contact with another — that
is, a yogi —, is spontaneously (svayan eva) manifested to this yogi. In this way, the
definition that has been given of cognition would not be violated (jianalaksanatikrano
na syat).

[Reply] Not even this explanation is valid, since the relation [of the cognition]
with the other is not admissible (parena saba sambandhbayogab.

Furthermore, cognition may have as its basis the object (visaydlambanam) only
by virtue of its conformity (saripyena) with it and this conformity of the cognition
with the object — such as, for instance, the colour blue — occurs through the imitation
of the object (tadanukarena). This presupposes its diversity from cognition. Conformity,
in fact, is admissible only if based on a combination of difference and non-difference
(bhedabhedanibandbanam), and, on the contrary, between two cognitions, assumed to
be subject and object (visayavisayinor), there is only non-difference (abbeda eva), since
they are both characterized solely by consciousness (ekbabodhamatralaksanatvat).
Therefore there does not exist between them conformity — which is the essential
nucleus of something being an object (na sarapyam alambanartho) —, but only unity.
There may exist a mutual conformity between two mirrors, since they are differentiated
from every point of view (sarvariipavailaksanyat) (*). Between two cognitions, on the
contrary, there cannot even be a differentiation caused by an intrinsic connection with
a particular time and place, distinct from the consciousness which is their common
nature (bodhariipatatirikto). Furthermore, only when a cognition conforms to a thing
in that which is effectively its own form (yad yathabhiitam tadriipenaiva jrianam taddkaram)
can it be said it has that as its object; conversely, it cannot be said that cognition
has blue as its object, if this blue of which it assumes the form does not exclude non-
blue. Thus another cognition could be said legitimately to have assumed conformity
[with a certain cognition] (tulyakaram eva syat), only if that occurs with a cognition
that has solely the nature of apprehender, that excludes that of apprehended
(grahyavyavacchinnagrabakaikasvabhavena jiianena). In fact, if a cognition applied itself
to the other only in one part [the ‘apprehender’ part], in this case alone the own form
of the latter would be preserved. Thus there would be a subject-object relation between
the two cognitions (visayavisayibhavah), but only through their becoming one ().

samvit, svasya asamid api, sva asamwid api, parasya api samwit). The last of these — Abh. notes (ibid..
pp. 44-45) — is the only one that is not taken into consideration, both because it is not relevant to
what one intends to prove, and because having an awareness also of the other does not constitute a
characteristic of insentience.

(*) That is to say, as regards their place, time and own form (ibid., p. 46 darpanayos tu
desakalasvarapatmakam sarvam eva vilaksanam).

(**) In cognition two aspects are to be singled out: an ‘apprehender’ part and an ‘apprehended’
part. The former represents its intrinsic being (svdfma), whereas the latter is a superimposition caused
by ignorance and discursive thought. For one to be able to say that a cognition knows another cognition
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This is meant by the vr#ti, when it says: ... as resting on their own self ...". The own
self of cognition is its ‘apprehender’ part (grahakdmsah); on the contrary, the body
etc. relative to another subject appear in the cognition of the omniscient in terms of
separation, as being the ‘apprehended’ part (grahyamsa eva). It is in this very sense
that the common formulation ‘the cognition of the omniscient concerns the penetration
into the sphere of another being’ is to be understood (**).

However, once the plane of authentic (vastavena) subjectivity has been reached,
whose essence is solely consciousness, for the omniscient the cognition of the other’s
self (paratmavedanam) is nothing but the attainment of unity with the other cognizer
(pramatrantaraikyapattir eva). Nevertheless, though united with another subject, the
omniscient does not find himself sharing the other’s pleasure or pain, because pleasure
and pain cannot enter the authentic cognizer, in which solely the I shines, characterized
only by consciousness. It is only in the subject in the power of maya — who, identified
as he is with the intellect, is connected with the notions of ‘I’ and ‘this’ — that pleasure
and pain have room; but this will be spoken of later. For this very reason those who
have transcended the role of limited apprehender (grahakabhamikottirnanam) and risen
to the state of authentic cognizer (vdstavapramatysamapannanam), even if they have
experience of pleasure and pain brought about by their various causes, do not become
for this pleased or pained (na sukbitvadi), or the pleasure and pain do not arise because
their causes are incomplete (hetuvaikalyat) ). In this state innate bliss arises
(sahajanandavirbbavah). Also in the case of the direct perception of other previous

births [...] (3.

rightly, it is necessary that the former grasps the latter in its true aspect, which is that of *apprehender’.

But this is manifestly impossible, because it would entail the unification of the two terms (both being
grabaka), which, on the contrary, in the relationship visaya-visayin here examined, must necessarily be
differentiated.

(36) Although one cannot speak, in the absolute sense, of objectification of cognition and the case
of the yogi can be explained — as has already been hinted at and will be explicitly stated later — by
the identification of the yogi with the other subject, yet the common interpretation of this phenomenon
is not to be simply excluded. It has a relative validity, with reference to the yogi not having yet fully
attained the highest plane, who, although identified with the cognition of the other, still feels the power
that the body etc. of the other have to condition and limit the plane of the real subjectivity (cf. ibid., p. 49).

(37) In the former case, pleasure and pain do arise, but the subject does not identify himself with
them. In the latter, they do not arise at all, because the subject is on a plane where even the samskdras
that keep him bound to the body, the mind and so on have been loosened, and, without the cooperation
of the elements forming the limited individuality, the set of causes which gives rise to pleasure or pain
is no longer complete and loses all power (cf. ibid., p. 49).

(3%) As Abhinavagupta sums up (ibid., p. 42), three cases of apparent objectification of cognition,
all of them ascribed to the yogis, are treated in the tika. They can be formulated respectively as ‘T know
this in another subject’, ‘T had that experience while being in another body and in a previous birth’
and ‘1 remember a thing in the same terms in which it was previously known by another’. The present
fragment of the ¢ika stops at the very beginning of the treatment of the second case.
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